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Appendix A 

Comment Documents and Responses 

This appendix accompanies the Responsiveness Summary, which is Part III, Sections 12 and 13, of 
the Record of Decision Amendment (ROD Amendment) for Operable Unit l -07B of Waste Area Group 
(WAG) 1, Test Area North (TAN), at the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory 
(INEEL). It contains the scanned images of all written comments received before the close of the 
comment periods on the proposed plan and transcripts of oral comments made during the formal comment 
session of each public meeting. 

The questions or issues that were identified in each comment that was submitted have been 
outlined on the scanned image with boxes. To the right a response to each of these identified comments 
has been provided. At the beginning of each comment, a letter and number code identifies the document 
number and comment number within it. Each document number begins with a W or a T, identifying it as a 
written comment received from the proposed plan (W) or an oral comment made during the formal 
comment period of a public meeting (T). The number following the letter W or T was assigned to each 
separately received document according to the order in which it was received. The topic number or 
numbers listed after the code denote the response within the Responsiveness Summary that addresses the 
comment. 

Where space permits, responses are adjacent to the comment they address. In cases where many 
comments were identified on a single page, the responses may continue onto subsequent pages. 
Comments that were grouped under the same topic code for the Responsiveness Summary may not have 
identical responses, depending on which portion of the response is germane to a particular comment. 

This Responsiveness Summary identified and responded to approximately 40 statements of 
preferences and concerns, comments, and questions received in 12 pages of written comments from seven 
individuals and interested groups, and as 3 formal statements at two public meetings. Tables A-l and A-2 
summarize the numbers of comments received on the various topics of concern defined in the 
Responsiveness Summary, and list the individuals and groups who submitted comments in writing or 
presented them orally at a public meeting. 

A-3 



Table A-l. Index of public comments and responses by topic of concern. 
Number of Number of 

Comment Documents Containing Commenters’ Comments on 
Category’ 

Topic 
Topic Numbers Comments on Topic on Topic Topic 

13.1 Overall Goals of the INEEL 
Environmental Restoration Program 1 w7 1 2 

13.2 Public Participation and Community 
Relations 2-3 W7, T2 2 3 

13.3 Content and Organization of the 
Proposed Plan 

T3, W3, W5, W7 4 10 

13.4 OU I-07B Remediation Planning and 
costs 7 w5 1 1 

13.5 Risk Assessment S-11 W5, T2 2 8 

13.6 Remedial Action Objectives and 
Compliance with ARARs 12-14 w5 1 3 

13.7 Development of Alternatives 15 Tl 1 1 

13.8 Implementation of Alternatives 16-23 w2, w3, w5, w7 4 11 

13.9 Evaluation of Alternatives 24-28 Wl, W3, W4, W5, W6, 
W7, T3 

7 12 

1. Comment category and topic numbers are those used in the Responsiveness Summary, Part III of this ROD Amendment. 
2. The number of commenters is an estimate of separate individuals or organizations submitting comments one or more times on the OU I-07B 

Proposed Plan. 

Table A-2. Index of public comments and responses by commenter. 

Name of Commenter 

Organization or 
Affiliation (as 
shown or stated 
in comments) 

City (and Number of Document Number of 
State, if not Pages Number Comments 

Idaho) Submitted Assigned Identified 

Charles M. Rice 

Bruce L. Schmalz 

Idaho Falls 

Idaho Falls 

1 Wl 2 

1 w2 1 

Rodger F. Colgan Orofino 2 w3 4 

William J. Quapp Idaho Falls 1 w4 1 

Christina Jackson unknown 4 w5 18 

Lowell A. Jobe Coalition 2 1 Idaho Falls 1 W6 1 

Stanley Hobson, Chair Citizens 
Advisory Board Idaho Falls 2 w7 6 

Larrv Hull Idaho Falls 1 Tl 1 

George Freund 

Dave McCov 

Idaho Falls 

Idaho Fal Is 

2 T2 3 

2 T3 2 

Number of Appendix 
Topics of Page 
Concern Numbers 

2 A-5 

1 A-6 

4 A-7 to A-8 

1 A-9 

18 A-10 to A-16 

1 A-17 

6 A-18 to A-21 

1 A-22 

A-4 



Commenter: Chuck Rice 
Page: 1 of 1 
Document Number: W 1 

u 
l If you want a copy of the Record of 

i 

-make sure your marling label is corr&t. 

c INEEL 
INEEL Environmental Restoration Program 
P.O. Box 1625 
Idaho Falls, ID 83415-3911 

Address Servrce Requested 

RWE INC. 
WRRLE2 N RICE 
3505 SUN CIR 
IORNO FRLL3 IO 23404-7257 

IDAHO FALLS, ID 

Comment Wl-1 / Topics 1 and 27 

Response: The preferred alternative will effectively protect human health and 
the environment from the risks posed by TCE and the other contaminants of con- 
cern. In addition, the alternative has very high cost-effectiveness. 

Comment Wl-2 / Topic 27 

Response: In developing alternatives, CERCLA guidance (EPA 1999~) ex- 
presses a preference for the development of innovative treatment technologies if 
they offer the potential for superior treatment performance or implementability, 
fewer adverse impacts than other available approaches, or lower costs for similar 
levels of performance than demonstrated technologies. 



Commenter: Bruce Schmalz 
Page: 1 of 1 
Document Number: W2 

vicinity.+ 

If the above assumptions regard TCE are correct: I wonder if the the 
early work referred to would have relevancy to support the proposition 
that the contaminate plume would be attenuated or stabilized by natural 

processes during the time frames of 27 br 95 years? 
*IDO-12024-1995 n 

I KB, IDO-12069-1969 

I 
YH 

’ Ii you want a copy of the Record of Decision and Responsiveness Summary 
make sure your mailing label is correct. 

INEEL Environmental Restoration Program 
P.O. Box 1625 
Idaho Falls, ID 83415-3911 

/ 

FIRST CLASS 
U.S POSTAGE 

PAID 
IDAHO FALLS, ID 

PERMIT 73 

W2-1 / Topic 16 

Response: Only a very small quantity of TCE will revert to vapor or gas, and it 
will only come from the very thin layer of TCE at the top of the water table. 
Therefore, very little gaseous phase TCE would be available to rise into the over- 
lying basalt. Vaporization would not be sufficient to attenuate the entire contami- 
nant plume in the specified timeframe. Attenuation will occur through natural 
degradation of the TCE in the aquifer. Under the selected remedy, the contami- 
nant plume is expected to increase slowly in size until about 2027. At that point, 
removal of TCE through the three components of the remedy will overtake the 
plume growth, and the size of the plume will be steadily reduced through the 
remainder of the remediation time frame (by or before 2095). Results of the stud- 
ies that determined the effectiveness of the natural attenuation approach were 
published in 2000 in “An Evaluation of Aerobic Trichloroethene Attenuation 
Using First-Order Rate Estimation,” by Kent S. Sorenson, Jr., Lance N. Peterson, 
Robert E. Hinchee, and Roger L. Ely, in Bioremediation Journal (a copy of the 
article is available from the INEEL Community Relations Office). 

Address Semce Requested 

RRUCELSCHM~ 
6445 E SEIEHILL LN 
IQ&W F&US IQ 99401-9939 



Commenter: Rodger F. Colgan 
Page: 1 of 2 
Document Number: W3 

gem/es wanf to 
ens to take at th 

INEEL I’ 
iis. * 

INEEl Environmental Restoration Program ’ 
p.0. Box 1625 
Idaho Falls, ID 834153911 

Address Service Reqwsted 

W3-1 / Topic 4 

Response: The proposed plan is a summary only, containing information re- 
quired for the public to review the alternatives and preferences under considera- 
tion. It supplements and is based on the comprehensive 1994 Remedial Investi- 
gation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) (EG&G 1994 [EGG-ER-106431) and the 
Field Demonstration Report (DOE-ID 2000 [DOE/ID- 107 181). 

The complete details of the OU 1-07B investigation, including well construction 
details, can be found in the 1994 RI/FS, the Field Demonstration Report, and 
other OU l -07B documents in the Administrative Record (see Section 2.5 in this 
ROD Amendment for a complete list of key documents). 

W3-2 / Topic 17 

Response: Yes. The structure of the injection well was considered specifically 
during selection of the remedy. The injection well flow-rates are not known with 
accuracy due to the lack of historical records. The injection well was completed 
to a depth of 3 10 feet with screens in two locations: from 180 to 244 feet, and 
269 to 305 feet. This allowed material injected into the well to migrate into the 
aquifer in two separate zones. Within 50 feet of leaving the well, contaminants 
migrated to a depth of 400 feet where tirther downward migration is stopped by 
an impermeable interbed. During the evaluation of in situ bioremediation, the 
effect of amendments was monitored to demonstrate that the amendments and 
the sustained bacterial growth was sufficient to degrade contaminants in the 
deeper level (down to 400 feet) as well as in the vicinity of the injection well 
screens (from 180 to 305 feet below land surface). As a result of the in situ biore- 
mediation field demonstration, TCE concentrations are not detectable in ground- 
water drawn from the injection well or from just above the impermeable interbed 
(about 400 feet below surface) in Well TAN-26, which is about 50 feet from the 
hot spot. 

The in situ bioremediation technology allows the amendments to be injected at 
variable concentrations and at variable flow rates as well as at additlonal wells 
near the injection well. During the design phase of this remedial action, the best 
injection strategy will be determined. 



Commenter: Rodger F. Colgan (continued) 
Page: 2 of 2 
Document Number: W3 W3-2 / Topic 17 (comment continued). 

BUSINESS REPLY CARD 
FWTCY-kSS MAIC FEF’MT M. 61 loAH FAJJS OAHO 

POSTAGE WiLL BE PAID BV ADDRESSEE 

KATHLEEN E. HAIN Z 

W3-3 I Topic 20 

Response: The remedial action will restore the entire contaminant plume; thus, 
permanent markers will not be needed. Signs and postings are one form of insti- 
tutional controls. Institutional controls include legal access restrictions (such as 
deed restrictions) and physical access restrictions (such as fencing, signs, and 
security measures), Institutional controls are used at sites where a cleanup action 
is not yet completed or cannot be performed, or at any site where the remedial 
measure leaves contamination in place at levels that could potentially pose a risk 
to human health or the environment. The effectiveness of the institutional con- 
trols will be evaluated as part of the standard CERCLA 5-year review process. 
These reviews will be conducted by the Agencies no less frequently than every 5 
years. 

The approach for establishing, implementing, enforcing, and monitoring institu- 
tional controls at the INEEL, including WAG 1, is spelled out in Section 8.1.3 of 
this ROD Amendment. 

W3-4 I Topic 27 

Response: The preferred alternative will effectively protect human health and 
the environment from the risks posed by TCE and the other contaminants of con- 
cern. In addition, the alternative has very high cost-effectiveness. In developing 
alternatives, CERCLA guidance (EPA 1999~) expresses a preference for the de- 
velopment of innovative treatment technologies if they offer the potential for 
superior treatment performance or implementability, fewer adverse impacts than 
other available approaches, or lower costs for similar levels of performance than 
demonstrated technologies. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PROGFWvl 
DOE IDAHO OPERATIONS OFFICE MS 3911 
PO BOX 1625 ‘I; 
IDAHO FALLS IDAHO 83403-9987. 



Commenter: William J. Quapp 
Page: 1 of 1 
Document Number: W4 

I 
l  If you want a copy of the Record of Decision and Responsrveness Summary 

make sure your mailing label is correct. 

;” INEEL 
INEEL Environmental Restoration Program 
P.O. Box 1625 
Idaho Falls, ID 834153911 

Address Service Requested 
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Commenter: Christina Jackson 
Page: 1 of 4 
Document Number: W5 

January 21.2001 

Ms. Kathleen Hain 
Environmental Restoration Office 
DOE Idaho Operations Office MS 39 11 
PO Box 1625 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-9987 

RE: Comments on the INEEL Operable Unit 1-07B Proposed Plan 

Dear Ms Hain: 

Once again the attempt of the FFAKO agencies at honesty with the public, as 
emonstrated in the Proposed Plan for amendment of the OU l -07B ROD, is merely a chifjera 
x errors, misstatements, and outright lies. 1 suppose the agencies attempt to foist such qrvel is 
ecause most of the public either fails to understand what is being proposed, or has tired Of 
lting at the FFA/CO windmill. My specific comments follow. 

Page 2 of the Proposed Plan states that an estimated 35,000 gallons of TCE were 
isposed to tire TSF injection well. The I-07B final ROD gives an estimated range of 350- 
5,000 gallons. How did the agencies determine the previous estimate was low? What n&w data 
as been produced that raises the estimate by approximately JO%? I had little faith in tbt 
riginal estimate due to the paucity of accurate records. I have less faith in this estimate. ! I urge 
te agencies to at least be consistent in the lies presented to the public. 

Table 1 on Page 7 has several errors which lead an observer to believe the agencies will 
ot fully remediate the aquifer. 
, The table erroneously leads a reader to believe that drinking water can simultaneously 

contain 20,000 pCi/l of tritium, 8 pCi/l of strontium-90 and 119 pC!i/l of cesium- 137 and 
remain in compliance with drinking water standards. This is not true based on 40 CFR 
141.16. This federal regulations, properly adopted by the state of Idaho, clearly identifies 
the MCL for man-made beta and gamma emitters. It is 4 mr/yr from ALL man-mude 
beta and gamma emitters. The regulation states that 20,000 pCi/l of tritium is assumed to 
result in that dose. Eight pCi/l of strontium-90 is also assumed to result in a dose of 4 
mr/yr. Your calculations estimate that 119 pCi/l of cesium- 137 ALSO results in a dose 
of 4 mr/yr. Thus we have a total dose of 12 mr/yr from the concentrations you prtsent in 
the table. This does not meet the federal and state drinking water standards. Please 
identify how the actions in the Proposed Plan and ROD amendment will meet the’real 
driulcine water MCLs. 

Table 1 indicates the aquifer is presently contaminated with 530-1,880 pCi/l of 
strontium-90. The half-life of strontium-90 is approximately 28 years. One hundred 
years of institutional control will allow approximately four half-lives to pass. Us{ng the 
lower number of 580 pCi/l, four half-lives of decay results in an estimated strontium-90 
concentration of 75 pCi/l remaining, far above the allowed 8 pCi/l. The Proposed Plan 
and ROD fail to mention this smallfact to the public. The same calculation can be 

d b 

WS-1 1 Topics 4,5 and 6 

Response: The EPA’s CERCLA guidance intends the proposed plan to be a 
“brief summary description.” Thus, all details of an investigation cannot be in- 
cluded. However, the Agencies make every effort to clearly and completely iden- 
tify all issues that may be of concern to the public. 

W5-2 I Topic 8 

Response: The historical records available provide little definitive information 
on the types and volumes of organic wastes disposed of into the injection well 
over the 20 years of its use. The original 1995 ROD (DOE-ID 1995 [DOE/ID- 
101391) estimate of 350-25,000 gallons was based on limited historical data and 
general knowledge of activities producing this type of waste. However, the 1994 
RI/FS cited an upper limit of 35,000 gallons. For the Proposed Plan and the ROD 
Amendment, the Agencies chose to use the higher estimate. 

W5-3 / Topic 9 

Response: The Federal drinking water standards shown in Table 1 of the Pro- 
posed Plan for each of the contaminants of concern are provided solely for com- 
parison with the contaminant ranges found in the vicinity of the TSF-05 injection 
well. The risk assessment process carried out for this site used the published 
MCL, which the commenter also cites. The remedial action selected under this 
ROD Amendment will meet the MCL for radionuclides of 4 mr/yr, cumulatively, 
within the loo-year remedial action time frame scheduled for this action, The 
remedial action objectives established for this activity will ensure that the entire 
contaminant plume will meet the cumulative drinking water MCLs by 2095 (see 
Section 5 of this ROD Amendment for RAOs). 

W5-4 I Topics 7 and 10 

Response: Cost-effectiveness for treatment of radionuclides at OU l-07B is de- 
termined in accordance with CERCLA Guidance on Preparing Superfund Deci- 
sion Documents (EPA 1999~). A remedy is considered cost-effective if its costs 
are proportional to its overall effectiveness (40 CFR 300.430). The original 1995 
ROD (DOE-ID 1995 [DOE/ID-101 391) called for extensive studies to determine 
whether radionuclides could be removed from the Test Area North (TAN) 
groundwater brought to the surface, and if so, at what cost. 

(Con timed on page 14) 

Commenr conrrnued on nexl pugs 



Commenter: Christina Jackson (continued) 
Page: 2 of 4 
Document Number: W5 

? 

C  

Commnr confmuedfrom prcvrou~ page 

performed for cesium- 137 which has a half-life of about 30 years. Allowing for the same 
four half-lives (even though 120 years exceeds the institutional control period of 100 
years), the decay of 1.600 pCi/l of cesium-137 gives an estimated future concentration of 
200 pCi/l, above the estimated MCL of 119 pCi/l. This ROD fails to inform the pliblic 
how radionuclides will be treated to meet MCLs. Previous documents have stated there 
is no “cost-effective” treatment for radionuclides. I believe this statement is suspect 
based on DOE’s known propensity grossiy inflate “cost estimates”. In any case, the 
proposed treatment cannot result in the contaminated plume being opened for 
unrestricted access after the TCE is treated. Yet the Proposed Plan indicates the RAOs 
for the cleanup is to restore the aquifer by 2095. Please do one of two things to respond 
to this issue: 1) clearly state the portion of the aquifer contaminated with radionuclides 
will not be remediated by 2095; or 2) institute treatment for radionuclides so the $40 
may be achieved. Finally, correct the Table and inform the public of the intentional 
misinformation given by the agencies. 

c 
Page 12 of the Proposed Plan states: “Given that radionuclides are expected to decline to- 

acceptable concentrations within the restoration time frame, the Agencies agreed that (a) the 
groundwater would not initially be treated for radionudides and (b) any radionuclides in the 
groundwater brought to the surface during pump-and-treat operations would be reinjected into 
the aquifer.” The Proposed Plan offers no evidence supporting the allegation that radionuclides 
will decline to acceptable levels by 2095. Please provide that evidence, and don’t state that they 
will naturally sorb onto the basalt. I don’t believe you know what the absorption coeffkients 
are. Empirically, equilibrium should have already been reached between the radionuclides in the 
water and those sorbed onto the basalt. Please provide evidence to support your bold 
prevarication, if possible. 

Page 13 of the Proposed Plan states that amendments to support bioremediation may 
exceed MCLs for “chemical or inorganic’* constituents. Please identify the difference between 
those two words. Is this an unclear inference that both organic (“chemical”) and inorganic 
constituents will exceed MCLS? The public cannot adequately comment on this proposed action 
without a fuller appreciation for exactly what chemicals may exceed drinking water MCLs. 
“May” is the code word for “will”. You know exactly what chemicals are in question. Please 

share this information with the public. I request this Proposed Plan be withdrawn and reissued 
with complete information so that a more informed iublic opnion may be sought (unless you are 
afraid of such informed opnion!). Please provide a complete list of chemicals that will be 
injected and highlight those that will exceed MCLs when injected. Please provide an estimate of 
the total amount of chemicals that will be injected. Please provide information on what impact 
these chemicals will have on the aquifer. Will a portion of the “remediated” zone exceed MCLs 
for amendment chemicals at the end of the remediation? How much and for how long? It is my 

.perception the FFAKO agencies arc trying to pull a fast one here. 1 

Page 13 of the Proposed Plan states the agencies have agreed to implement IDAPA 
37.03.03.050.01 to allow injection of chemicals above the MCL. In the past, the agencies have 
strongly resisted clearly stating their intention to provide formal waivers and vatianccs in the 
ROD language. Please do so in this cast. 

W5-4 / Topics 7 and 10 (comment continued). 

W5-5 I Topic 10 
Response: Four radionuclides were determined to be contaminants of concern in 
this cleanup action: tritium, strontium-90, cesium-137, and uranium-234. Tritium 
and uranium-234 are currently below their respective MCLs at all locations 
within the contaminant plume, and concentrations of these two contaminants will 
continue to drop through natural decay processes. 
Two contaminants, strontium-90 and cesium-137, are only above their respective 
MCLs near the hot spot. It is known that concentrations of these two contami- 
nants in the groundwater (the dissolved phase) are being and will continue to be 
reduced through radioactive decay (as measured by standard half-life calcula- 
tions) and adsorption of the radionuclides to the geological matrix through which 
the aquifer moves. Research data and theoretical models indicate that additional 

(Continued on page 14) 

W5-6 / Topic 19 

Response: The term “chemicals” includes inorganic as well as organic com- 
pounds. For in situ bioremediation, the Agencies expect to select sodium lactate, 
which is widely used in the preparation of meat and deli products. (Alternatives 
to sodium lactate continue to be investigated.) Trace quantities of antimony, arse- 
nic, cadmium, chromium, lead, and selenium are present in food-grade sodium 
lactate at levels above MCLs. These contaminants are present in the lactate as 
manufacturing impurities. However, data collected during the treatability studies 
show that the trace contaminants disperse into the aquifer after the sodium lactate 
is injected. Further information about analysis of bioremediation amendments is 
available in Metals Analysis qf Selected OU I-07B Groundwater Monitoring 
Wells (INEEL 2000~ [INEEL/EXT-2000-0082 1]), and other documents in the 
Administrative Record. The amount and timing of amendments to be injected 

(Continued on page 14) 

WS-7 I Topic 12 

Response: No, the Agencies do not intend to pursue waivers or variances. The 
Agencies have agreed that amendments containing constituents above MCLs 
may be injected to support aquifer remediation. 



? 
;J 

Commenter: Christina Jackson (continued) 
Page: 3 of 4 
Document Number: W5 

Page 13 of the Proposed Plan states that radionuclides will not be reinjected if above 
MCLs. Well, it’s about time we stopped violating Idaho injection well regulations without a 
formal waiver or variance. Please ensure the monitoring frequency of treated water is sufficient 
to detect any changes in the concentration of both the TCE (and other organic chemicals) and of 
radionuclides. I fear the past sampling frequency of monthly has allowed violations to occur 
without detection. Such a lenient sampling frequency would likely not be allowed at any other 
facility treating RCRA hazardous waste. Please ensure the treatment process is immediately 
halted if an exceedance is detected for either chemicals or radionuclides in treated water, 

Page 13 of the Proposed Plan states what has been alleged for nearly a decade, and what 
has been acknowledged for just a few years: that the TCE! in the aquifer came from a RCRA 
listed waste source. If such water is to be reinjected into the aquifer, then the listed waste code 
must be removed or the injection well becomes a Class IV well which is prohibited under Idaho 
regulations. I strongly urge the agencies to use the ROD to clearly state that treated water is 
either delisted or no longer contains RCRA listed waste. 

Page 13 of the Proposed Plan states: “The geochemical behavior of the radionuclides in 
the subsurface acts to bind them to soil and rock... This will continue to prevent them from 
migrating beyond the immediate vicinity of the hot spot and from being available to future 
drinking water users,” It is agreed that some radionuclides (tritium excepted) tend to bind to 
basalt. But the agencies imply that scientific data is available to support this hoped-for endpoint 
I doubt it is. How can a coefficient be calculated when the basalt has not been sampled for 
radionuclides? How can one be estimated when the agencies have no idea how many curies of 
each radionuclide were disposed to the well? You’re trying to baffle us with B......! 

Page 14 of the Proposed Plan discusses the dechlorination of TCE and its daughter 
products by bacteria. Please identify the fate and transport of the chlorides liberated by this 
process. What is the estimated shape and concentration gradient of the chloride plume after 
remediation? Will some portion of it exceed secondary drinking water MCLs? 

Page 16 of the Proposed Plan states that the off-gas from the pump-and-treat system 
would require treatment prior to release to the atmosphere when treating the distal zone. The 
DOE is not treating off-gas when conducting pump-and-treat on either to hot spot or the medial 
zone, where TCE concentrations are higher than the ‘distal zone. Why was this lie necessary? Is 
it pathological with you folks? Or are you simply trying to justify the “walk-away” option of 
“natural attenuation”? Please address this blatant lie. 

The text on Page 17 and information found in Table 4 are inconsistent. “Monitored 
natural attenuation does not reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants through 
treatment...“. Yet Table 4 shows a half-filled circle for that criteria under Monitored Natural 
Attenuation. This circle should be empty. Once again, the agencies are attempting to mislead 
the public since some reviewers will spend more time looking at pretty tables than reading the 
document. 

W5-8 / Topic 14 

Response: As stated in the Proposed Plan, water that is treated in the New Pump 
and Treat Facility (NPTF) and then reinjected into the aquifer will not contain 
contaminants at concentrations greater than the applicable MCLs. The NPTF 

(Con timed on page 15) 

‘I W5-9 / Topic 13 

Response: Because the TCE in the contaminated groundwater is a RCRA-listed 
waste, all components on the influent side of the treatment system, including the 
air stripper equipment, have been designed to meet the secondary containment 
requirements of 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 264 Subpart J of RCRA. 

(Continued on page 15) 

I WS-10 / Topic 21 

Response: Scientific data available in the Administrative Record for this action, 
as well as peer-reviewed scientific research literature, support the conclusion that 

(Continued on page 15) 

WS-11 / Topic 22 

Response: No, the contaminant concentrations in the plume will not exceed the 
secondary drinking water MCLs at the end of the restoration time period (by or 

(Continued on page 15) 

\ 

I W5-12 / Topics 18 and 24 

Response: The need for off-gas treatment (that is, treatment of the air-emission 
waste stream) under the pump-and-treat alternative is just one of several factors 
contributing to an implement-ability ranking of moderate for this alternative, as 
explained on page 16 of the Proposed Plan. Another implementability factor in- 
volved in this ranking is that high pumping rates would have to be maintained 

(Conmued on pclge 16) 

\ 

WS-13 / Topic 25 

Response: Because MNA will act to attain groundwater restoration without ac- 
tive treatment, its ranking as moderate in Table 4 of the Proposed Plan is not in- 
consistent with the text quoted. The apparent inconsistency arises because MNA 

(Continued on page 16) 



Commenter: Christina Jackson (continued) 
Page: 4 of 4 
Document Number: W5 

L 

Page 18 states that the proposed remedies will: “...restore the entire contaminant 
plume...” This is an incomplete and misleading statement. It may apply to solvent compounds 
but clearly does not apply to radionuclides. Why are the agencies not being honest with the 
public? Please withdraw this Proposed Plan and reissue it with an honest, and clearly stated, 
evaluation of the future state of the contaminated plume at TAN. I 

The Hot Spot is discussed in a box on page 18. It incorrectly states that radionuclides 
freed from a secondary source are not expected to migrate more than several hundred feet. Is 
this also true of tritium, which moves with the water? I think not. Please tell the whole truth. 

The Medial Zone is discussed in box on Page 18. It states that radionuclides in the 
Medial Zone will drop below MCLs by 2095. Why is the box describing the Hot Spot silent or 
the issue of future radionuclide concentration? Are the agencies trying to hide something from 
the public through silence? 
1 

Page 19. The preferred alternative will not comply with laws. Radionuclides in the ho1 
spot will not be treated and will remain above MCLs for over 200 years past the loo-year 
treatment time frame. Please withdraw this Proposed Plan and reissue it to clearly identify the 
radionuclide issue to the public! The public cannot adequately comment on a Plan where facts 
are intentionally omitted and obfuscated. 

In summary, the DOE, the EPA, and the state of Idaho have again conspired to defraud 
the public through a conscious failure to provide information and by invoking unproven 
generalities of questionable veracity. Please reconsider your actions! 

In Continued Disappointment, 
/signed 
Christina Jackson 

cc: 
\ 

Ms. Jennifer Langston, The Post Register . 
Mr. Rocky Barker, The Idaho Statesman 
Administrator, EPA Region X 
Mr. Karl Dreher, Director, Department of Water Resources . 
Mr. Steve Allred, Director, Department .of Environmental Quality 
Ms. Beverly Cook, Manager DOE Idaho Operations Office 

WS-14 I Topic 26 

Response: No, the statement is correct and complete. Restoration of the contami- 
nant plume will be achieved by meeting the remedial action objectives (see 
page 11 of the Proposed Plan and Section 5.2 of this ROD Amendment). The 
remedial action objectives apply to all contaminants of concern, including ra- 
dionuclides. The Agencies expect that radionuclides in the groundwater 

(Continued on page 16) 

WS-15 / Topic 23 

Response: Tritium is currently below the MCL at all locations within the con- 
taminant plume. The commenter is correct that tritium does move with the 
groundwater in the aquifer. However, tritium is below MCLs, it has a relatively 
short half-life (12.5 years), and it will continue to degrade quickly; therefore, 
there is no possibility that tritium in the contaminant plume will pose a risk to 
human health or the environment. Tritium in the contaminant plume has mi- 
grated to near the current plume boundary (which is based on the migration of 
TCE). However, the tritium is not expected to migrate much further. 

W5-16 / Topic 10 

Response: See response to Comment W5-4, above. 

WS-17 / Topics 4,s and 10 

Response: Four radionuclides were identified as COCs and those COCs exceed 
EPA risk-based concentrations for groundwater ingestion. Radionuclides in most 
of the medial zone and in all of the distal zone are below MCLs already. Ra- 
dionuclides in the hot spot are not expected to migrate more than several hundred 
feet. Institutional controls are already in place to protect workers at the INEEL 
and the environment. The institutional controls will be maintained until the 
plume is restored and drinking water drawn from the plume area is safe for use. 
For these reasons, the proposed plan was deemed to be adequate and was not 
withdrawn and reissued. 

See also responses to Comments W5-1 and W5-4, above. 

WS-18 / Topics 4 and 5 

Response: See also response to W5-1, above. 



(Continued from page IO) 
(W5-4 I Topics 7 and 10 cont.) A radionuclide removal study was performed in 
1996. The overall objective of the radionuclide removal study was to determine, for 
groundwater extracted for 1,3-trichloroethene (TCE) remediation, whether there was 
a cost-effective method to remove radionuclides so that it could meet maximum con- 
taminant levels (MCLs) for the two radionuclides of concern, strontium-90 and ce- 
sium- 137, before reinjection. Tests were performed to evaluate the effectiveness of 
five reverse-osmosis membranes and five ion-exchange materials. These technolo- 
gies were selected as the most promising of the technologies that are currently com- 
mercially available. Although the reverse-osmosis membranes showed good separa- 
tion of the radionuclides, the technology was not pursued further because of the large 
amount of liquid waste that would be generated. 

Screening tests were performed on five ion-exchange materials. None of the five ex- 
hibited exceptional effectiveness for both strontium and cesium removal. The three 
most effective materials were chosen for further bench-scale testing. One showed 
some effectiveness for strontium-90 removal, but not for cesium- 137 removal. An- 
other had some effectiveness for cesium- 137 removal, but not for strontium-90 re- 
moval. The third material was not effective and was removed from further considera- 
tion. Because of the high quantities of calcium and magnesium in the Snake River 
Plain Aquifer, most of the ion-exchange resin becomes loaded with calcium and 
magnesium instead of the desired strontium and cesium. With all three materials, the 
removal efficiency for cesium- 137 and strontium-90 was determined to be dependent 
on the material’s loading capacity for calcium and magnesium. The large quantity of 
waste that would be generated - and would require subsequent disposal as mixed 
low-level waste - would contain relatively large amounts of calcium and magnesium 
and only relatively small amounts of the radionuclides of concern. 

From these studies, the Agencies’ calculated that the operating cost for radionuclide 
removal from the contaminated groundwater using the multiple technologies that 
would be required for separate removal of cesium-137 and strontium-90 would be 
around $4.8 million annually. This would cost more than the rest of the remediation 
project combined. No other commercially available technology currently exists to 
carry out in situ radionuclide removal from groundwater containing high concentra- 
tions of cations, such as calcium and magnesium. Therefore, the Agencies deter- 
mined that radionuclide removal from groundwater brought to the surface would not 
be cost-effective and agreed in the Explanation ofSigniJicant D@zrences (INEEL 
1997a [INEEL/EXT-97-0093 I]) that it would not be performed. 

DOE cost estimates are calculated following specific federal guidelines. In addition, 
Section 3.3.8 of CERCLA Guidance on Preparing Supet-find Decision Documents 
(EPA 1999~) requires that the estimated costs of remedies have an expected accuracy 
of -30 percent to +50 percent. This range is intentionally selected to avoid underesti- 
mates, and the consequent necessity of adjustments in funding allocations. 

(Continued from page I I) 
(W5-5 / Topic 10 cont.) mechanisms, such as carbonate precipitation, may also oper- 
ate to reduce radionuclide concentrations and will lead to a corresponding reduction 
in risk to future groundwater users. The Agencies expect that concentrations of these 
radionuclides will be below MCLs by 2095 or earlier. 
Empirical evidence from monitoring data collected for over 10 years shows that both 
cesium-137 and strontium-90 are very strongly adsorbed in the residual source area. 
Radionuclide migration during the past 40 years has been very limited. Historical 
monitoring data reveals that concentrations of cesium- 137 drop by an order of magni- 
tude after only 25 feet of travel from the TSF-05 Injection Well, and strontium-90 
concentrations drop by two orders of magnitude within 500 feet of the hot spot. 

While it is true that quasi-equilibrium was probably reached in the secondary source 
before the initiation of remedial activities, these activities have disrupted that equilib- 
rium. Performance monitoring data will be collected throughout the remedial action. 
These data will be frequently evaluated to determine whether appropriate progress is 
being made toward meeting the remedial action objectives. If it becomes clear that 
meeting the objectives is in doubt using the proposed remedy, additional remedial 
actions will be taken to ensure protectiveness. 
CERCLA also requires that the Agencies conduct 5-year reviews to monitor the ef- 
fectiveness of the remedy. As part of those reviews, the Agencies will monitor the 
progress of the entire Remedial Action, including radionuclide data. The INEEL 
plays an active part in current global research on groundwater contamination and 
cleanup. OU 1-07B project staff review research reported in leading scientific jour- 
nals and at international symposia as it relates to the remedial action at TAN. The 
Agencies have actively supported and will continue to support research on environ- 
mental remediation. 

(Continued from page 11) 
(WS-6 I Topic 19 cont.) will be determined during the remedial design process fol- 
lowing signing of this ROD Amendment. The Agencies will modify the amount and 
timing as necessary during the remedial action to obtain the best results. By or before 
the end of the remedial timeframe (defined as 2095), the contaminant plume will 
meet all relevant MCLs. 

Monitoring results verified the data obtained from tracer tests: namely, concentra- 
tions of trace metals in the groundwater have not increased due to sodium lactate 
injection. Nevertheless, performance monitoring of bioremediation operations will 
include analysis of trace metals to ensure continued sodium lactate injection does not 
adversely affect groundwater quality. 



(Continued from page 12) 
(WS-8 / Topic 14 cont.) effluent will be monitored to ensure that reinjected water 
meets state of Idaho underground injection control (UIC) requirements. Monitoring of 
groundwater extracted for aboveground treatment has shown that the concentrations of 
the contaminants of concern (COCs) have remained relatively constant, and the Agen- 
cies deem that the monitoring frequency has been adequate. Monitoring frequency and 
methodology will be specified after the signing of this ROD Amendment, during the 
remedial design process. Monitoring wells located upgradient of the NPTF will be 
monitored on a routine basis. This will ensure the Agencies identify groundwater with 
high concentrations of radionuclides before those radionuclides reach the NPTF. Air 
stripper systems are simple in design and operation, and have been used for many years 
in both the DOE complex and the private sector to treat water contaminated with vola- 
tile organic compounds (VOCs). As long as the air stripper is run with adequate air- 
flow, the organic contaminants will be removed to below the applicable maximum con- 
taminant levels (MCLs). 

The Agencies agreed that radionuclide treatment would not be included in the design 
for the NPTF because radionuclides are not expected to be present in groundwater rou- 
tinely treated through the NPTF. Although it is not expected, in the event that radionu- 
elides migrate to NPTF extraction wells in the future, a contingency remedy for the 
medial zone would be implemented. This contingency remedy would involve operation 
of the existing Air Stripper Treatment Unit (ASTU) to extract groundwater from an 
well upgradient of the NPTF, treat the contaminated water in an air stripper to remove 
VOCs, and reinject the treated water in an injection well located near the hot spot to 
facilitate sorption of radionuclides onto subsurface soil and rock. Operation of the 
ASTU as the medial zone contingency remedy would prevent further migration of ra- 
dionuclides to NPTF extraction wells. 

During implementation of the contingency remedy, the NPTF would be operated in 
such a way as to ensure that the concentration of radionuclides in treated effluent 
would be less than the applicable MCLs. If the medial zone contingency remedy were 
implemented, a groundwater monitoring program would be established to monitor the 
migration of radionuclides into the distal zone. 

If in the future, cost-effective radionuclide removal technologies become available that 
could be used for remediation at this site, the Agencies will reassess this component of 
the amended remedy. 

I (Continued from page 12) 
I (W5-9 I Topic 13 cont.) After the air stripping process, the water will be determined 
to no-longer-contain the listed TCE waste and will be reinjected to the aquifer if it 
meets the remedial action objectives, remediation goals, and ARARs. The no-longer- 
contained-in determination is documented in the Administrative Record in correspon- 
dence among the Agencies. 

(Continued from page 12) 
(W5-10 / Topic 21 cont.) sorption of radionuclides has occurred and will continue to 
take place. The coefficient and the estimate the commenter mentions cannot be calcu- 
lated from existing data, nor are they necessary to support the expectation of radionu- 
elide sorption. 

Four radionuclides were determined to be contaminants of concern in this cleanup 
action: tritium, strontium-90, cesium-I 37, and uranium-234. Of these, strontium-90 
and cesium-137 are the only two above MCLs, and they are only above their respec- 
tive MCLs near the hot spot. The response to Comment No. 10 in the Responsiveness 
Summary (Part II, Section 13) presents more information on the distribution and con- 
centration of all four radionuclides. 

Monitoring data collected for over 10 years demonstrate that very strong sorption of 
cesium-137 and strontium-90 in the source area (hot spot) has acted to limit their 
migration during the past 40 years. In addition, historical monitoring data reveals that 
concentrations of cesium- 137 drop by an order of magnitude after only 25 feet of 
travel from the TSF-05 Injection Well, and strontium-90 concentrations drop by two 
orders of magnitude within 500 feet of the hot spot. 

It is known that concentrations of these two contaminants are being and will continue 
to be reduced through radioactive decay (as measured by standard half-life calcula- 
tions) and sorption of the radionuclides to the geological matrix through which the 
aquifer moves. Research data and theoretical models indicate that additional mecha- 
nisms, such as carbonate precipitation, also may be operating to reduce radionuclide 
concentrations. The Agencies expect that concentrations of these radionuclides in the 
groundwater (dissolved phase) will be below MCLs by 2095 or earlier. 

(Continued from page 12) 
(W5-11 / Topic 22 cont.) before 2095). Daughter products (such as vinyl chloride) 
may be produced as interim, ephemeral breakdown products during ISB activities; 
however, bioremediation will result in complete dechlorination of VOCs by 2095. 
Temporary daughter products produced during remediation activities will be short- 
lived and will not exist at the end of remediation activities. Complete dechlorination 
of chloroethenes in the aqueous phase in the source area will result in chloride con- 
centrations of less than 5 milligrams per liter (mg/L). Concentrations of chloride in 
the contaminant plume are 80 to 100 mg/L. The changes expected are so small that 
they cannot be measured reliably. The remedial action objectives for this ROD 
Amendment ensure that drinking water standards will be met throughout the plume 
by or before 2095. 



? z; 

(Continued from page 12) 
(W5-12 / Topics 18 and 24 cont.) because of the large volume of groundwater con- 
taining low concentrations of TCE in the distal zone. Short-term effectiveness also 
received a lower ranking for the original selected remedy in the distal zone, because 
the pump-and-treat operation could expose equipment operators and site personnel to 
contaminants when groundwater is brought to the surface. The proposed new remedy 
of monitored natural attenuation does not present this exposure risk. Finally, the total 
cost of the original selected pump-and-treat remedy is far higher than the cost of the 
proposed new remedy of monitored natural attenuation. 

The possible need for off-gas treatment (that is, treatment of the air-emission waste 
stream) under the pump-and-treat alternative is just one of several factors contribut- 
ing to an implementability ranking of moderate for this alternative, as explained on 
page 16 of the Proposed Plan. Another implementability factor involved in this rank- 
ing is that high pumping rates would have to be maintained because of the large vol- 
ume of groundwater containing low concentrations of TCE in the distal zone. Short- 
term effectiveness also received a lower ranking for the original selected remedy in 
the distal zone, because the pump-and-treat operation could expose equipment opera- 
tors and site personnel to contaminants when groundwater is brought to the surface. 
The proposed new remedy of monitored natural attenuation does not present this ex- 
posure risk. Finally, the total cost of the original selected pump-and-treat remedy is 
far higher than the cost of the proposed new remedy of monitored natural 
attenuation. 

(Continuedfi;om page 12) 
(WS-13 / Topic 25 cont.) is a naturally occurring process and is not, therefore, a 
treatment as defined by CERCLA guidance. Under certain circumstances, however, 
MNA can achieve the clean-up objectives as well as, or better than, an active treat- 

I ment. 

The EPA’s CERCLA Guidance on Preparing Superfund Decision Documents (EPA 
1999~) provides for special groundwater remedies including the use of monitored 
natural attenuation. According to Appendix B, Section B.4, of the Guidance: “The 
‘natural attenuation processes’ that are at work in such a remediation approach in- 
clude a variety of physical, chemical, or biological processes that, under favorable 
conditions, act without human intervention to reduce the mass, toxicity, mobility, 
volume, or concentration of contaminants in soil or ground water.” 

EPA does not view MNA to be a “no action” remedy. Rather, it is considered AS a 
means of addressing contamination under a limited set of site circumstances where its 
use meets the applicable statutory and regulatory requirements. The Guidance goes 
on to explain that, “A remedial alternative using natural attenuation as the cleanup 

(Continued at top of next column) 

I (Continued.fkom bottom ofprevious column) 
method is not the same as the ‘no action alternative.’ When cleanup is required, natu- 
ral attenuation may be able to attain cleanup levels in a timeframe that is ‘reasonable’ 
when compared to other comparable alternatives.” 
The Proposed Plan is a “brief summary description” used to facility public involve- 
ment. As a summary, the Proposed Plan was not able to discuss in detail the moni- 
tored natural attenuation evaluation, but referred the reader to the Field Demonstra- 
tion Report (DOE-ID 2000 [DOE/ID-l 07 181) and other documents in the Adminis- 
trative Record in which this information was provided. 

The technology evaluation conducted for monitored natural attenuation demonstrated 
that trichloroethene (TCE) was being degraded under natural aquifer conditions. The 
evidence for this is quite strong and is based on a comparison of TCE against both 
tritium (corrected for radioactive decay) and tetrachloroethene (PCE), two com- 
pounds that can be treated as conservative tracers. The concentration of TCE de- 
creases relative to the two tracers. This can be used to estimate a degradation half-life 
of 10 to 20 years. The monitored natural attenuation remedy is designed to monitor 
this process as it occurs in the future. A new monitoring network has been installed to 
measure the performance of the natural attenuation process. The Proposed Plan is a 
summary document that is not intended to present the technical details of the evalua- 
tion. The details are preserved in the Administrative Record and are available for 
public review. 

(Continued from page 13) 
(WS-14 I Topic 26 cont.) (dissolved phase) will be below MCLs, thereby ensuring a 
drinking water supply for future consumers that meets state and federal water quality 
standards. The five-year review process will play an integral role in the remedial ac- 
tion to monitor the pace of progress toward the objectives. If it becomes clear that 
meeting the objectives is in doubt using the proposed remedy, additional remedial 
actions will be taken to ensure protectiveness. 

The selected remedy utilizes technologies that are fully expected to meet the remedial 
action objectives within the action time frame. Many detailed analyses of fate and 
transport models for radionuclides in this contaminant plume have been carried out. 
Details and primary data are available in the multiple sources in the Administrative 
Record. Much of this research, which utilizes current technologies and scientific 
models, is also published in scientific journals and presented at international confer- 
ences on environmental remediation. 

The Agencies are confident that the combination of technologies that have been 
selected for restoration of the contaminant plume will protect human health and 
the environment at lower cost, and with less waste generated, than the 
original remedy. 
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KathleenE. Hain 
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Coalikm 21 Comme~s re “Proposed Plan fir Operable Unil l-078 

l 
Coalition 21 support the Proposed Plan for Final Remedial Action at the TSF Jnjection Well 

4 

(TSF-05) and Surrounding Growhater Conmmhhon (TSF-23). We congratulate those who haw 
applied good science and technology in arriving at this proposed and wst-effective solution to a 
probkm with wide future applicability to national and world tide sites. . 

Our conclusions arc based upon reviewing available information and a presedation of data and 
graphs (iiludiog zonal chmgcs of coamnbw) to coalition 21 by those involved in the project 
Thus we support the proposed In-Situ Biorcmediation at the Injection Well site, and Monitored 
Natural Attemhon for the Distal Zone. 

We a convinced that the proposed pl8n is worthy of our support and recommendation to DOE,. 
EPA nnd Idaho DEQ for finaI impbenhtion 

t 
Respcctfulbsubmitted. 
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W6-1 / Topic 27 

Response: The preferred alternative will effectively protect human health and 
the environment from the risks posed by TCE and the other contaminants of con- 
cern. In addition, the alternative has very high cost-effectiveness. In developing 
alternatives, CERCLA guidance (EPA 1999~) expresses a preference for the de- 
velopment of innovative treatment technologies if they offer the potential for 
superior treatment performance or implementability, fewer adverse impacts than 
other available approaches, or lower costs for similar levels of performance than 
demonstrated technologies. 
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that the eriginal Reuerd of Deeiaien for mnrdiatim at TAN selected the best 
wailabk technology, we wmc nenetheh coneemed ngarding the extremely hi& costs 
and reLtively low cffectivalus ataociated with tbe * tnmm-md-treat” mteiw. We wm 
hopehl that ireatabiljty studies would result in identioation of an altcmat.i~ technology 
that prevcd more t2fkctive and cost effective. 

We wcn pkased to receive the Pmposed Plan for Ciroundwater Rmediation at TAN and 
to learn that recent treat&&ty studies were succesr~. We appnxiatc DOE’s willingness 
te extend its public wuunentpeliedellthePreposedPlantoalxemlnodatct&elNEEL 
CAB% rcbedulc. 

We submit the attached radon, P80. f&h-essing our -ts on the Pmposcd 
Pkn. There0 ollmendationwasdcvclopedbyconsmsw and finalized at the January 2001 
meztiag oftbe full Board 

Stanley Hobson 
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cm: Beverly Cook, DOEID 
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Mike Crapo, U.S. Senate 
Mike Simpson, U.S. House of Repmentatives 

I Note: No comments were identified on this page. 
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Citiz.cnsAdvisoryBoard 
&he National En-g sod Envinmmm tal Laboramy 

Propoud Plan for Ibmdhtion of Contaminated Groundwater Plume 
at Test Area North 

KECOMMENDATION # 80 hmury 24.2OOJ - 

TheIdahoNaticnalEnghxzringandEnkmmu&dLrbontory@NEEL)CitizcmsMvisoryBo& 
(CAB) has been itatuwd in the otlgoing remcdiuion program addmtsing groimdwster CotltMlinati~ at 
Test Ares North (TAN) for many years. We rmdcrstood that the origiual Record of Decision for 
remcdiation at TAN involved a&ction of the but ~vklable technology to reduce the risk associated 
witltthegroundwatoramtaminuiQ wcweretbodAss eoncenledregardingthe~highcosts 
associated with the ~-treat* urategy, particularly in light of th, rcwvcly low cfGativc13~sr of 
thottccbnoloOyin~cingrirLr~rsmDvingcootrrmination~tbegrouadwota. wehavebeen 
hopdkl that the ongoing tmatability studies wouhl red in idcntZica& of u1 altanativc ta%ology 
tbtwastooreeffectivesndcosteffective. 

Jf tbe maxmum centammant levela (aowed tm&z law) for any con-t arc cxc4eded aa a result of 
ttEtWWrancdy,tbCltthC~CABCAI3: 
. ~ofuatoftbelsetoteuncndmcntuntilttresorrrceoftkc4lltnrninntionoanbc 

iddfied and 
- Xtomdiatc implmwntstion of groundwrter conhm&tion tmatmcnt measurea tereducethe 

eoncentratioo of contamiM& before rkik8 inusase to lit lmqwe levels. 
b / 

W7-1 I Topic 2 

Response: The comment period for the Proposed Plan was extended in response 
to public requests for additional time to participate in the decision-making proc- 
ess. The Agencies recognized that the end-of-year holidays are a busy season, 
which may not allow people the time they would like for review and comment. 

/I W7-2 / Topics 1 and 27 

I I Response: The preferred alternative will effectively protect human health and 
the environment from the risks posed by TCE and the other contaminants of con- 
cem. In addition, the alternative has very high cost-effectiveness. In developing 
alternatives, CERCLA guidance (EPA 1999~) expresses a preference for the de- 
velopment of innovative treatment technologies if they offer the potential for 

1 superior treatment performance or implementability, fewer adverse impacts than 

I other available approaches, or lower dosts for similar levels of performance than 
demonstrated technologies. 

W7-3 / Topic 19 

Response: The Agencies expect to select sodium lactate, which is widely used in 
the preparation of meat and deli products. (Alternatives to sodium lactate con- 
tinue to be investigated.) Trace quantities of antimony, arsenic, cadmium, chro- 
mium, lead, and selenium are present in food-grade sodium lactate at levels 
shove MCLs. These contaminants are present in the lactate as manufacturing 
impurities. However, data collected during the treatability studies show that the 
trace contaminants disperse into the aquifer after the sodium lactate is injected. 
Further information about analysis of bioremediation amendments is available in 
Metals Analysis of Selected OU I-07B Groundwater Monitoring Wells (INEEL 
2000~ [INEEL/EXT-2000-00821]), and other documents in the Administrative 
Record. The term “chemicals” includes inorganic as well as organic compounds. 
The amount and timing of amendments to be injected will be determined during 
the remedial design process following signing of this ROD Amendment. The 
Agencies will modify the amount and timing as necessary during the remedial 
action to obtain the best results. By or before the end of the remedial timeframe 
(defined as 2095), the contaminant plume will meet all relevant MCLs. 

The monitoring results verified the data obtained from tracer tests: namely, con- 
centrations of trace metals in the groundwater have not increased due to sodium 
lactate injection. Nevertheless, performance monitoring of bioremediation opera- 
tions will include analysis of trace metals to ensure continued sodium lactate 
injection does not adversely affect groundwater quality. 
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W7-4 / Topic 19 

Response: (See response to Comment W7-3, above) 

W7-5 I Topic 5 

Response: The Agencies appreciate the commenting group’s compliment. Many 
of the improvements made in the INEEL’s proposed plans have been made in 
response to readers’ requests. The Agencies will continue to respond to specific 
areas of concern identified by the public in INEEL proposed plans released in 
the future. 

W7-6 / Topic 1 

Response: The Agencies are pleased that members of the public have noted and 
applauded the INEEL’s efforts to find, develop, and implement innovative tech- 
nologies for cleanup, whenever they are appropriate and cost-effective. In this, 
the Agencies follow CERCLA guidance (40 CFR 300.430) to ensure that innova- 
tive treatment technologies are examined if they offer the potential for equal or 
better performance or implementability, fewer or less adverse impacts, or lower 
costs in comparison to demonstrated treatment technologies. 

lLBcoMMEMlATIQN # 80 Jmmuy 24,200l TlL--r- 
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Page 44 
And, as I mentioned earlier, we have a 

court reporter here tonight. So, if you make a 
comment, please clearly speak your name, and spell 
it if it’s a difficult spelling. And give us your 
address, as well, and then we will send you a copy 
of the Record of Decision when that is signed. ~ 

I should mention that when you make your 
comment, the Agencies will not respond unless they 
have a question as a point of clarification. 

Sd, really, the microphone is -- is 
yours. 

Who ‘would like to start oflf3 
Okay. 
MR. LARRY HULL: My name’s Larry Hull. 

Tl-1 / Topic 15 

Response: The Agencies are pleased that members of the public have noted the 
INEEL’s efforts to find, develop, and implement innovative technologies for 
cleanup, whenever they are appropriate and cost-effective. When pump-and-treat 
technology was selected in the original 1995 ROD (DOE-ID 1995 [DOE/ID- 
101391) for implementation at the hot spot, it was the best technology available. 
However, at the time the original 1995 ROD was signed, the Agencies realized 
that better, more cost-effective treatments might be available for the specific 

7 the last 20 years to be a very ineffective way of 
8 dealing with non-aqueous phase liquids. And I’d 
9 like to commend the Agencies for being willing to 
o try something new and something that could prove to 

be a lot cheaper and, in the long run, much more 

24 George. 
25 MR. GEORGE FRHJND: George Freud. 

cleanup problems identified at TAN. Therefore, the Agencies, through the origi- 
nal 1995 ROD, commissioned treatability studies to identify whether better tech- 
nologies existed to remediate the contaminant plume. Although better, faster, or 
more cost-effective technologies were identified for the hot spot and the distal 
zone of the contaminant plume, pump-and-treat technology continues to be iden- 
tified as the preferred approach to cleanup of the medial zone of the plume. 
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1 And, as I mentioned earlier, we have a 
2 court reporter here tonight So, if you make a 
3 comment, please clearly speak your name, and spell 
4 it if it’s a difficult spelling: And give us your 
5 address, as well, and then we will send you a copy 
6 of the Record of Decision when that is signed. 
7 I should mention that when you make your 
8 comment, the Agencies will not respond unless they 
9 have a question as a point of clarification, 

10 Sd, really, the microphone is -- is 
11 yours. 
12 

? 13 
Who ‘would like to start off? 

8 Okay. 
14 MR. LARRY HULL: My name’s Larry Hull. 
15 I live at 895 Mirage Court, Idaho Falls, 83404. 
16 . And pump-and-treat has been shown over 
17 the last 20 yqus to be a very ineffective way of 
18 dealing with non-aqueous phase liquids. And I’d 
19 like to commend the Agencies for being willing to 
20 try something new and something that could prove to 
21 be a lot cheaper and, in the long run, much more 
22 effective, 
23 THEFACILITATOR: '&inks. 
24 George. 
25 MR.GEORGEFREW: George Freund. 

Note: This page included to provide for the record the complete text ofpublic 
comments made by George Freund. Mr. Freund’s specific comments begin on 
the following page of the transcript. 
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1 That’s Freud with an “N” in it. F-R-E-U-N-D. Post 
2 Office Box 5123X w Falls. 
3 I’d like to suggest that a comment 
4 period that starts the day after Thanksgiving and 
5 goes to the day after Christmas is not a 300day 
6 comment period. And, therefore, I’d like to 
7 encourage the Agencies to extend the comment period 
8 for at least 15 to 30 davs bevond that. 
-9 The other point to make is that the -- 
0 the&s a much more sexy topic being discussed at 
1 the same time over in Jackson, where they’re 
2 talking about alternatives to incineration, And 
3 DOE should try to schedule meetings like that at 
4 diffmt times. The environmental reporter for b 
5 the “Post Register” is over in Jackson instead of 
6 coverin& this session. 
7 And the other point I’d like to make is 
8 that it should be pointed out that this is an 
9 industrial waste problem and not a radioactivity 
o problem. It’s no dif5erent than a lot of 
:I industrial waste issues. So, it shouldn’t be tied 
'2 to radioactivity. . 
'3 THISFACILITATOR: Thanks. 

4 

4 Would you like to make a comment, sir? 
‘5 MR. DAVE MCCOY: Dave McCoy, 2940 Red 

/ 

\ 

T2-1 / Topic 2 

Response: The comment period for the Proposed Plan was extended in response 
to public requests for additional time to participate in the decision-making proc- 
ess. The original comment period was exactly 30 days, as is required for CER- 
CLA actions. However, the Agencies recognized that the end-of-year holidays 
are a busy season, which may not allow people the time they would like for re- 
view and comment. At the same time, the Agencies did not wish to delay the 
project, so they chose instead to release the Proposed Plan in late November 
when it was ready, and extend the comment period to give everyone ample time 
to respond without adversely affecting the project schedule. 

T2-2 / Topic 3 

Response: The Agencies were aware that the first public meeting for the OU I- 
07B Proposed Plan took place in Idaho Falls on the same night that a public 
meeting for an unrelated INEEL project took place in Jackson, Wyoming. How- 
ever, a second public meeting for the Proposed Plan was held the following night 
in Twin Falls, approximately the same driving time from Idaho Falls as Jackson, 
Wyoming. Admittedly, members of the public and the media who wished to at- 
tend meetings on both projects had to attend two meetings in the same week. 
However, the Agencies were equally aware that with the busy holiday season com- 
ing up, the only alternative was to delay the OU 1-07B meetings and, conse- 
quently, the project. Public meetings on proposed plans are intentionally scheduled 
one week after the beginning of the public comment period to allow the public 
sufficient time following the meeting to submit their comments before the 
comment period ends. 

T2-3 / Topic 11 

Response: It is both. The contaminant of concern (COC) that poses the greatest 
risk to future groundwater users is TCE, which is a result of industrial activities 
at TAN. Therefore, for the TAN injection well, TCE is the “risk driver.” How- 
ever, the current risks posed by strontium-90 and cesium-137 near the hot spot 
also are greater than acceptable levels. Both of these radionuclides will be moni- 
tored and evaluated as part of the Agency 5year review process. 
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1 That’s Freud with an “N” in it, F-R-E-U-N-D. Post 
2 Office Box 51232, Idaho Falls. 
3 I’d like to suggest that a comment 
4 period that starts the day after Thanksgiving and 
5 goes to the day after Christmas is not a 300day 
6 comment period. And, therefore, I’.d like to 
7 encourage the Agencies to extend the comment period 
8 for at least 15 to 30 days beyond that. 
9 The other point to make is that the -- 
10 there’s a much more sexy topic being discussed at 
11 the same time over in Jackson, where they’re 
12 talking about alternatives to incineration. And 
13 DOE shodd try to schedule meetings like that at 
14 diffmt times. The environmental reporter for 
6 the “Post Register” is over in Jackson instead of 
16 coming this session. 
17 And the other point I’d like to make is 
18 that it should be pointed out that this is an 
19 industrial waste problem and not a radioactivity 
!O problem. It’s no different than a lot of 
!I industrial waste issues. So, it shouldn’t be tied 
!2 to radioactivity. 
13 THEIFACXUTATOR: '&inks. 
!4 Would you like to make a comment, sir? 
!5 MR. DAVE MCCOY: Dave McCoy, 2940 Red 

Note: This page included to provide for the record the complete text of public 
comments made by Dave McCoy. Mr. McCoy’s specific comments begin on the 
following page of the transcript. 
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- --- --, -Y-Iv *  W”. 

2 I a&&he question in the earlier 
3 session about the location of the monitoring wells 
4 and the provision of data, and I’d like to see that 
s information included in your proposed plan. 
is 1 - Also,1 du e to see some lund of 
7 statistical data submitted which would allow a 
8 person to review how your proposed objectitis will 
9 be m& through the bioremediation plan and see the 
0 -- some of the actual study data that’s presented 
1 on some of those charts. 

.A 12 
? 13 

you. 

K THE FACILITATOR: Thanks. 
14 Anyone else? 
1s Okay. With that, I’d just like to 
16 remind everyone that comments will be accepted on 
17 this project until December 26, unless the comment 
18 period is extended, as requested. 
19 Your comments will be responded to in 
20 the Responsiveness Sutllmary Section of the Record of 
21 Decision. 
22 And for those who didn’t want to make 
23 Ord comments tonight, we’ve got a comment form in 
24 the back of the room where you can just write down 
25 your comments and put that in the m@l, postage 

/ 

\ 

For readers who seek more information on any aspect of the investigation proc- 
ess, the Proposed Plan provided references to documents in the Administrative 
Record that present in full the information cited. The complete details of the 
OU l-07B investigation, including sampling data, maximum contaminant levels 
(MCLs), and well construction details, can be found in the 1994 RI/FS, the 
Field Demonstration Report, and other OU l-07B documents in the Administra- 
tive Record (see Section 2.5 of the ROD Amendment for a complete list of key 
documents). 

T3-2 / Topic 28 

Response: The Proposed Plan is a summary only, containing information re- 
quired for the public to review the alternatives and preferences under considera- 
tion. The reasons behind this format were developed by the EPA in its guidance 
for CERCLA documents (EPA 1999c), and are described in the responses on 
Topics 4 and 5 in Section 13.3 of this summary. The Proposed Plan provided 
references to the relevant sections of the 1994 comprehensive RI/FS (EG&G 
1994 [EGG-ER-106431) and the Field Demonstration Report (DOE-ID 2000 
[DOE/ID-l 071 S]), and other documents in the Administrative Record that pre- 
sent in full the information from which the Proposed Plan is derived. The com- 
plete details of the OU I -07B investigation, including sampling data, maximum 
contaminant levels (MCLs), and well construction details, can be found in the 
RI/FS, the Field Demonstration Report, and other OU l -07B documents in the 
Administrative Record. 

T3-1 / Topic 4 

Response: The Agencies appreciate all suggestions from the public on types of 
information that could help a Proposed Plan better serve its purpose. The EPA’s 
CERCLA guidelines define a proposed plan’s content and purpose (see 40 CFR 
300.430 and Guidance on Preparing Superfund Decision Documents, EPA 540- 
R-98-03 1, OSWER Directive 9200.1-23P [EPA 1999~1; the Guidance is avail- 
able on-line at http://www.epa.gov/superfund/). The proposed plan is a summary 
only, containing information required for the public to review the alternatives 
and preferences under consideration. 

The information the commenter requested is in the RI/FS, which is part of the 
Administrative Record. Instructions for accessing the Administrative Record are 
provided in the Proposed Plan. The public may also attend public meetings or 
request briefings to get more details about the alternatives and other data 
summarized in the Proposed Plan. Section 2.5 of the ROD Amendment has a 
list of key documents used in the selection of the remedy, which are all in 
the Administrative Record. 


